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ABSTRACT: Task-based learning is a methodological strategy which can be of use in 
the integrated learning of language and subject matter, and its appropriateness for CLIL 
has been reported in different contexts (Cendoya & di Bin, 2010; Escobar & Sánchez, 
2009; Poisel, 2012; Tardieu & Doltisky, 2012). This study investigates the perceptions 
that teachers and students have of the use of task-based learning as an instrument to 
favour participation and interaction in CLIL. Particularly, the objective is to analyse 
these areas in a special context, with students exhibiting a low linguistic proficiency in 
a language school specifically oriented to the application of CLIL.
Keywords: CLIL, task-based approach, interaction, cooperative learning, communica-
tive competences, language school. 
La visión del profesorado y alumnado sobre el uso de la interacción me-
diante el uso de tareas en AICLE
RESUMEN: La enseñanza por tareas constituye una herramienta pedagógica adecua-
da para la enseñanza integrada de lengua y contenidos (AICLE), y su efectividad ha 
sido demostrada en diferentes contextos (Cendoya y di Bin, 2010; Escobar y Sánchez, 
2009; Poisel, 2012; Tardieu y Doltisky, 2012). Este estudio se propone investigar las 
opiniones de profesores y alumnos sobre la relación entre la enseñanza por tareas y el 
fomento de la participación y la interacción en AICLE. Su objetivo es analizar estas 
áreas en un contexto diferente, un centro de idiomas, y con alumnos con una capacidad 
comunicativa no ideal en la lengua extranjera.  
Palabras clave: AICLE, aprendizaje por tareas, interacción, aprendizaje cooperativo, 
competencia comunicativa, centro de idiomas.
1. IntroductIon
From 1995 to the present, European programmes and educational legislative actions 
have resulted in bilingual programmes being further established in education (Eurydice, 
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2006:8; Marsh, 2013:17). In this new scenario, CLIL offers the possibility to use and learn 
the language in a natural and innovative way (Berton, 2008:143; Wolff, 2012:108), which 
has a direct impact in language learning (Llinares, Morton, Whittaker, 2012:53). In order 
to weigh the efficiency of models, methodologies and strategies in CLIL, it is convenient, 
together with the analysis of the structure of tasks and of interaction, to gain an insight 
into the students’ and teachers’ perceptions (Bonnet, 2012b:87). This study proposes to exa-
mine if the task-based approach within a specific CLIL teaching context will influence the 
development of the learner’s communicative skills, and foster the learning of the language 
through interaction and the use of motivating tasks. Teachers’ and students’ perceptions are 
analysed to determine if task-based learning helps increase the students’ interests towards 
linguistic competences and, thus, if it can strengthen the students’ communicative skills. 
2. theoretIcal framework
2.1. Task-based approach in CLIL
Teaching a foreign language by using tasks came into fashion in the last decades of 
the 20th Century within the paradigm of communicative language teaching (Brown, 1994; 
Richards and Rodgers, 1986), as a way to develop realistic communication in class (Car-
less, 2004; Ryba, 1992; Willis and Willis, 2007). The Common European Framework of 
Reference for Languages (CEFRL) defines a task as “a purposeful action to achieve a given 
objective” (Council of Europe, 2001:10), a task being then an activity in which the language 
is used for a communicative purpose “to accomplish an outcome” (Candlin and Murphy, 
1987:10; Willis, 1996:23). According to Ellis (2003:9), tasks involve focusing on meaning, 
real-world language use, utilisation of the four language skills, and activation of cognitive 
processes. Nunan (1989:10) adds that working with tasks implies paying specific attention 
to the meaning rather than to the form. Consequently, the understanding of language input 
and the production of language input through interactions in real-life situations results in a 
better achievement of the communicative goals (Van den Branden, 2006:4). 
CLIL is an approach which entails that the learning of content and the learning of the 
language occur in a simultaneous way (Coyle, Hood, Marsh, 2010:1; García, 2009:210; 
Marsh, 2002:15). And within this context, task-based learning becomes a desirable propo-
sal for teaching content and language in an integrated way (Pérez, 2012), and proffers the 
adequate pedagogical framework and measures to cope with the cognitive and linguistic 
demands required. Teaching content through a foreign language “helps improve general 
education programmes” (Baetens Beardsmore, 2001:10) and contributes to the amelioration 
of a number of relevant aspects: for example, the increase in the students’ language profi-
ciency (Brevick and Moe, 2012; Lasagabaster, 2008); cognitive development (Lorenzo et 
al., 2009; Mondt, et al., 2011; Viebrock, 2012); and the development of the psycho affec-
tive dimension and intercultural learning (Marsh, 2007; Pena and Porto, 2008; D’Angelo 
and García Pascual, 2012; Méndez García, 2013). However, there are voices warning that 
maybe it is not so clear that learners learn as much content and language as it is claimed 
by Bonnet (2012a:66). Others affirm that the non-existence of fixed CLIL models nullifies 
the purported effectiveness of this model (Cenoz, Genesee and Gorter, 2013; Doyle, 2013), 
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or even that the gains may be the result of social status and self-selection rather than the 
effect of CLIL (Bruton, 2011, 2013).
After considering this criticism it seems obvious that there is a need to gain insight into 
what is really going on in CLIL contexts, as suggested by Pérez Cañado (2012:329), or, as 
in the case of this study, of the beliefs, attitudes and behaviours of teachers and students 
with respect to its implementation. According to Berton (2008:146), task-based learning fits 
perfectly with the educational paradigm proposed by CLIL as “the understanding and assimi-
lation of content matter is realised through the foreign language2. Also: “CLIL can transform 
classroom dynamics into one which is learner-centred, constructivist and motivating” (Ting, 
2010:14). Consequently, Meyer (2010:19) defines the combination of CLIL and task-based-
learning as “symbiotic”, since the obligatory use of authentic and meaningful content in 
the CLIL class goes hand in hand with the fulfilment of motivating and challenging tasks. 
2.2. Interaction and collaboration through task-based activities
As stated in Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1996), fostering interaction is a 
necessary condition for the development of the language in second language acquisition 
because “it provides learners with the input they need” (Mackey, 1999:558). The same can 
be said for the CLIL classroom, as CLIL makes available opportunities for interaction that 
are not typical in traditional foreign language teaching (Dalton-Puffer, Nikula, and Smit, 
2010:279). In CLIL the use of interaction and participation is one of the main drivers for 
success (Coonan, 2012) and it entails bringing into play cooperative learning (Casal, 2008), 
scaffolding to promote cognitive fluency (Meyer, 2010), and learning skills development 
(Mehisto, 2012). CLIL and task-based learning entail a potentially positive combination: 
“A lot of what goes on in the CLIL classroom involves practical application of knowledge 
through problem solving tasks and cooperative learning” (Pavón and Ellison, 2013:71); and 
“Student interaction and output are triggered by tasks which is why task design is at the heart 
of every CLIL lesson” (Meyer, 2010:17). Accordingly, one of the teachers’ objectives in a 
CLIL class will be to design tasks that truly engage students’ participation and interaction 
(Escobar and Sánchez, 2008:68).
Specific attention to the development of interaction falls into the paradigm of socio-
constructivism and cooperative learning, where the students not only learn from their tea-
chers but also from the other students (Pastor, 2011:112). In general, research has shown 
that cooperative learning contributes to the overall effectiveness of CLIL (Della Puppa, 
2008; Guazzieri, 2008). Students feel encouraged to actively participate in the resolution 
of tasks starting with their already existing linguistic capacities, which makes them more 
confident (Poisel, 2012:261) and stimulates their self-esteem (Toscano, 2011:138). The fact 
that learners interact with each other allows them to share information and favours group 
cohesion (Dörnyei, 1997:485), which results in a more comfortable interaction context and, 
ultimately, enhances students’ motivation. Students who play an active role in the development 
of cooperative activities are more willing to use the foreign language and, in general, to 
learn (Berton, 2008:149). Coonan (2012:63-64) reported that they find the use of the foreign 
language in CLIL more enjoyable and interesting, and that students experience a noticeable 
increase in their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, and in their self-concept.




This study investigates the use of task-based learning as a strategy to promote partici-
pation in the CLIL class. The general objective is to analyse the perceptions of teachers and 
students of the use of task-based learning to foster interaction and cooperative learning. As 
specific objectives, we attempt to evaluate their experience and opinions with the following 
research questions:
 a) Is working with tasks perceived as having a positive effect on the strengthening of 
the students’ linguistic skills?
 b) Which are the most effective strategies to promote interaction?
 c) What is the influence of task-based learning on students’ motivation?
3.2. Context and participants 
The language school where the study was conducted is a School of English specifically 
oriented to CLIL, “The Globe CLIL Centre” in Córdoba (Spain). The school offers additional 
language classes to students receiving mainstream education in Spanish, but in a different 
way to traditional language schools, since English is learnt and used while learning history, 
science and arts. The sample consisted of 34 students (mother tongue, Spanish), from three 
different levels: pupils of the Basic 2 Initial level, corresponding to an A1 level according 
to the CEFR; students of the Beginner Initial level, equivalent to an A2.1; and students 
of the Elementary level, equitable to an A2.2 level. Students were divided according to 
level and not to age, age of participants ranged from 8-10 years. The sample was selected 
consciously to see the effect of CLIL with students exhibiting a low proficiency in English. 
With regard to the teachers participating, 6 teachers (all of them permanent teachers of the 
researched group with a Master’s Degree in bilingual education and CLIL, and with 1-2 years 
of experience) answered the questionnaire specifically designed to measure their attitudes 
and beliefs regarding professional roles and responsibilities.
3.3. Procedure and data gathering
The investigation was carried out without interrupting the usual instruction schedule. 
Data collection was done through questionnaires designed to evaluate students’ interaction 
and linguistic skills, and teachers’ roles, bearing in mind the research questions posited. Both 
questionnaires for teachers and students consisted of closed-ended questions, and had been 
previously sent for validation to a number of experts in the fields of task-based learning, 
collaborative learning and CLIL. There were 35 questionnaires in total in the teachers’ sur-
vey and 21 in the students’. The questionnaires for the students were administered in their 
first language to guarantee understanding (see appendices 1 and 2 for the questionnaires). 
Anonymity and confidentiality were ensured during administration of the questionnaires and 
report writing. 
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3.4. Results
Figures 1 and 2 feature the results from the students’ questionnaire, and Figures 3 and 
4 show the results from the teachers’ questionnaires.
Figure 1: General involvement of students
Figure 1 shows results regarding the general involvement of students in doing their tasks. 
As it can be seen, the majority of students (88,2%) frequently participated in the different 
types of activities proposed. The majority of the students actively participate in class, and 
the involvement in the attainment of the different tasks indicates that they are engaged in 
their own learning process and that their motivation is high. The only area in which a low 
percentage of students acknowledge they do not always participate in class is in the attainment 
of written tasks (41,2%: 20,6% never + 20,6% sometimes). The preference for participating 
in oral tasks is significant (94,1%: 14,7% usually + 79,4% always), given that their low 
proficiency level would lead one to expect that they would not be willing to speak in class. 
Regarding students’ willingness to interact with their peers and the existence of a 
comfortable atmosphere when working in pairs/groups or individually, putting together the 
‘usually’ and ‘always’ dimensions’, students prefer to work in pairs and groups (76,5%) rather 
than individually (32,4%), which denotes a preference for collaboration and interaction with 
others in the construction of meaning. Most students listen to their classmates when they 
speak (73,5%), proof that they feel engaged in the fulfilment of the tasks. Additionally, a 
large majority enjoy being in class (85,3%) and like learning new things (79,4%), results 
that suggest that they feel comfortable when using the foreign language to access information 
and to communicate with the other students. 
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Figure 2: Use of the FL
Concerning the use of the foreign language and the possible embarrassment this entails, 
most students (76,5%) answered they usually (55,9%) or always (20,6%) speak English in 
class, and only a few of them never use this language (2,9%). With respect to their feelings 
when using English, the majority are never embarrassed to speak English in class (79,4%), 
with 5,9% asserting that sometimes they feel uncomfortable, and only 14,7% (11,8% usually 
+ 2,9% always) percent of students show discomfort speaking it in class. The systematic 
use of the foreign language and the affective variables provide key information since the 
creation of a relaxed atmosphere in class is vital to avoid frustration and inhibition when 
doing activities and tasks, and this will ultimately benefit the improvement of linguistic skills.
Another dimension investigated in the students’ questionnaire was the degree of ap-
preciation of the variety of tasks carried out. All the activities were designed to promote 
interaction and to develop the students’ communicative competences. We wanted to detect 
the general and particular enjoyment of the activities used in class and which of them were 
preferred. The majority of students usually or always enjoy working with songs (88,3%), 
stories (97%), role-plays (100%), videos (97,1%), games (100%), and computers (100%). It 
is noteworthy that there is a substantial difference in the preference for readers, newspapers 
and magazines. Again, there is a consistent tendency to enjoy working with oral practice 
rather than with written skills, in this case reading in particular. This is a relevant fact 
because they are students with low linguistic proficiency and they are likely to perform 
poorly in this area.
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Figure 3: Teachers’ perceptions
Figure 3 presents data of two different dimensions, the first one deals with the teacher’s 
own perception of his/her role in the class (questions T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6), and the 
second one focusing on his/her perceptions of the students’ performance (T7). With similar 
percentages most of the teachers consider that meaning is more important than the form when 
doing tasks (83%), they value that the completion of the task is not a priority (82%), and 
they judge that success is not determined by the outcome of the task (83%). In short, they 
seem to be well aware that in task-based learning, the process is as important, or even more, 
than the product. Almost all the teachers focus on meaning rather than on the grammatical 
forms, and as a consequence, they carry out tasks which may encourage communicative 
language and the students’ linguistic skills development. Regarding the teachers’ usefulness 
for making tasks interesting and attractive, all the teachers are concerned with engaging the 
students’ interest and about providing tasks related to real world situations. In addition, the 
majority of teachers (83%) spend time giving feedback after each task. Time for feedback 
reinforces what they have learnt, provides an opportunity to communicate with students, and 
gives teachers clues about things to improve for future occasions.
As for the second dimension analysed, the teachers’ perception of the students’ perfor-
mance, all the teachers report a positive performance on the part of the students. Particularly, 
students can understand explanations of the tasks with no difficulty, answer closed questions, 
ask other classmates and the teacher questions frequently, and report basic ideas orally and 
in writing: all of these features suggest that learners are making use of suitable actions to 
improve their linguistic skills. All the teachers seek to engage students’ interest and try to 
deal with real situations, with the idea that if students are interested in the task, they are 
more likely to learn new things. This also involves a relaxed atmosphere where they carry 
out the task with greater commitment, enthusiasm and motivation, which is beneficial for 
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their learning process. In addition, involving students in tasks similar to real situations de-
velops their communicative competence, and by extension, strengthens their linguistic skills. 
However, the teachers reported their students are not able to answer open ended questions 
(33%), a possible consequence of their limited linguistic proficiency. Results in this specific 
dimension indicate that students make consistent use of student-teacher interaction and, more 
importantly, of student-student interaction.
Figure 4: Teachers’ practice
Figure 4 introduces data related to the teachers’ reflection on their own practice, par-
ticularly on the planning of their teaching and their reactions towards the appearance of 
learning problems. Generally, teachers are aware of their students’ weaknesses and strengths 
(100%: 33,3% usually + 66,7% always), and they bring extra materials or design different 
tasks for students with some learning difficulties (100%: 50% usually + 50% always). Also, 
most of them carefully plan their classes (88,5%: 33,5% usually + 50% always), and the 
majority reflect on their students’ responses and on their own work (100%: 50% usually + 
50% always; and 100%: 33,3% usually + 66,7% always, respectively). Being aware of the 
students’ weaknesses and strengths enables teachers to design more effective and motivating 
tasks. Analysis of their own work, and of the students’ needs and reactions, helps teachers 
find ways to make all the students improve their linguistic skills.
In line with the previous analysis, Figure 4 depicts some of the actions taken by teachers 
to maintain a relaxed and comfortable atmosphere in class, to ensure proper attention to the 
students’ performance, and to promote students’ interaction and use of the foreign language. 
Most of the teachers always keep a record of the tasks carried out in class (66,7%), and 
half of them of their students’ achievements (50%). Keeping a record of the tasks and of the 
students’ achievements allows teachers to measure learners’ improvements efficiently. The 
majority feel comfortable with their role as teacher (66,7%), and a large majority (88,3%) 
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are able to use, ‘usually’ (33,3%) and ‘always’ (50%), a variety of teaching strategies. 
Feeling comfortable as a teacher is critical in making students feel secure and relaxed in 
class, whereas using a variety of strategies leads to effective teaching since this way teachers 
are more likely to take into account the learners’ different needs. One notable result is that 
100% of teachers encourage their students to express and examine their ideas in groups, an 
action aimed at fostering interaction among the students and which undoubtedly helps to 
create the best conditions to develop their linguistic skills.
With regard to the provision of opportunities for students to interact and to use the 
foreign language in a collaborative way, most of the teachers in the study provide oppor-
tunities for analytical and critical thinking (83,3%: 50% usually + 33,3% always). This is 
relevant as practice in critical thinking makes students more precise and specific in noting 
what is relevant and what is not. As Cottrell (2011:4) claims, critical thinking is closely 
linked to accuracy because “it is connected to the way learners think and work”. Therefore, 
critical skills imply precision and accuracy in the development of the different steps of a 
task. With similar figures (83,3%: 50% usually + 33,3% always), teachers report that they 
encourage their students to reflect on their own learning process. This is also beneficial 
for students as when they communicate and reflect on what they have learnt, personal and 
academic achievements arise.
A significant finding is that teachers often use activities for students to move around 
(66,7%: 50% usually + 16,7% always), and above all, for speaking and role-playing (100%: 
33,3% usually + 66,7% always) and for group work (100%: 66,7% usually + 33,3% always). 
Moving around the class, encouraging students to express themselves, role-playing, and wor-
king in groups are things that make students use the language for communicative purposes, 
foster their motivation, and strengthen their linguistic skills. Finally, 100% of the teachers 
reported that they use visual aids to support their explanations and to facilitate communica-
tion between themselves and the students. Teachers consistently incorporate gestures, mime, 
and visual aids such as flash cards, pictures, slide-projectors, charts, mind-maps, or drafts. 
4. conclusIon
The research presented was aimed at investigating to what extent teachers and students 
feel that the use of task-based learning can favour participation and interaction in a CLIL 
context where students have low linguistic proficiency. The focus was also on analysing the 
most widespread strategies adopted by the teachers to promote interaction, on studying stu-
dents’ use of the foreign language, and if this approach could increase students’ motivation. 
On the basis of the collected data, some significant aspects emerge. First of all, the results 
suggest that teachers and students agree that task-based learning offers the ideal conditions 
for the development of interaction and cooperative learning, even though the students’ lin-
guistic competence is not high (ranging from A1 to A1.2). 
Specifically, and related to the first research question, the results of this study support the 
optimism for the adoption of task-based learning even if the students’ linguistic proficiency 
is not high, corroborating in this context that it encourages them to speak in English when 
doing a task (Ting, 2010; Meyer, 2010). Consequently, task-based learning contributes to the 
creation of a cooperative and relaxed learning atmosphere, since students enjoy working with 
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and learning new things in class. In addition, students recognized that they prefer to work 
in pairs/groups, which inevitably leads to greater use of English and, as a consequence, to 
the development of their linguistic skills. Teachers also report that oral skills develop more 
than written ones, which at first glance might seem surprising because students generally 
tend to minimise oral interaction if linguistic abilities are not high. This supports the claim 
made by Casal (2008) and De Graaf et al. (2007) that cooperative learning may in fact be 
a powerful strategy to counteract the negative effects of overusing receptive skills in the 
CLIL classroom.
With regard to the second research question, it can be stated that teachers make use of 
appropriate techniques and strategies to promote the use of the foreign language, whether 
individually or in groups. Teachers’ own perception of their work is an important factor in 
the success of CLIL, as teachers are responsible for providing adequate support by scaffol-
ding students’ negotiation of meaning (Bonnet, 2012b:182), and scaffolding is necessary to 
help students structure and accomplish tasks (Meyer, 2010:15). Teachers deploy an array 
of activities to attract and maintain their attention, and what is even more important, to 
accommodate the different learning styles of the students. They carefully plan their lessons 
in order to provide students with an ideal scenario, reflect on their teaching practice and on 
the students’ performance in an attempt to polish and improve their teaching. The teacher’s 
role largely consists of monitoring and guiding the students, allowing them to think and 
solve the tasks by themselves, in line with the guidelines for the promotion of interaction 
suggested by scholars and researchers (Mackey, 1999; Della Puppa, 2008).
Concerning the third research question, the results show that students feel motivated to 
participate and interact, and that they do not experience uncomfortable or negative emotions 
during the fulfilment of tasks. Contrary to the assumption that motivation and self-esteem 
may be affected negatively in CLIL (Bruton, 2011, 2013), results show that participation of 
the students is in fact stimulated and they feel more motivated and interested in using the 
foreign language. This fact is particularly relevant because in this study the students were 
in their initial stages of the CLIL instruction, and it corresponds to the findings in Brevick 
and Moe (2012) who detected that during the first stages of CLIL, students’ attitude is of 
acceptance and enthusiasm. In theory, a low linguistic proficiency may limit the possibilities 
of communication, and a limited knowledge of the language may hinder the access to content 
material. However, in line with the conclusions laid out by Seikkula-Leino (2007), Breton 
(2008), Hunt (2011), Lasagabaster (2011), Poisel (2012) and Coonan (2012), in this particular 
context with these students, these negative effects were not found: students felt confident 
and willing to participate, and they found learning useful and enjoyable. Furthermore, even 
though their linguistic level is not high, they display a genuine interest in working in groups 
and in using the foreign language as much as possible, which makes provision for suitable 
conditions to develop their linguistic skills appropriately. 
It is important to note that this research evaluates the perceptions of teachers and 
students regarding task-based learning in CLIL, but not the students’ performance. Further 
investigations would be necessary to provide “evidence of the language outcomes and of the 
subject matter achievements” (Zydatib, 2012:28), particularly resulting from the combination 
of task-based learning and CLIL with this type of students, with other kinds of learners, 
and in different contexts. 
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For each of the statements below, give yourself a score from 1 to 4 according to the fo-
llowing scale.
1 = Never;   2 = Sometimes;   3 = Usually;   4 = Always
I complete the assigned tasks in class. 1 2 3 4
I do my homework. 1 2 3 4
I prefer to do written tasks.   1 2 3 4
I prefer to do oral tasks.  1 2 3 4
I participate in the activities and games.  1 2 3 4
I like working in pairs and groups.  1 2 3 4
I prefer to work individually.  1 2 3 4
I enjoy being in class.   1 2 3 4
I like learning new things.   1 2 3 4
I speak in English in class. 1 2 3 4
I am embarrassed to speak in class.   1 2 3 4
I listen to my classmates when they speak.  1 2 3 4
I like working with:    
 • Songs.   1 2 3 4
 • Stories. 1 2 3 4
 • Role-plays. 1 2 3 4
 • Videos. 1 2 3 4
 • Games.   1 2 3 4
 • Readers.  1 2 3 4
 • Computers. 1 2 3 4
 • Newspapers and magazines.   1 2 3 4
 • Other:  1 2 3 4




Give your opinion about the following questions.
When students are doing a task, what do you think is the role of the teacher?
 ...........................................................................................................................................................
 ...........................................................................................................................................................
What, in your opinion, are the strengths of the Task-based approach?
 ....................................................................................................................
 ....................................................................................................................
Is there anything you think could be improved? Aids, further counselling, etc.
 ....................................................................................................................
 ....................................................................................................................
When doing a task, is there an outcome? Which one? ....................................................
For each of the questions below answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ depending on your usual teaching methodology. 
Is there a primary focus on meaning? Yes No
Is completion a priority? Yes No
Is success judged in terms of outcome? Yes No
Do you care if the activity engages learners’ interest? Yes No
Do you care if the activity is related to real world situations? Yes No
Do you spend time doing feedback after each task? Yes No
My students are able to:  
 • Understand the explanation of the task in English Yes No
 • Answer open questions Yes No
 • Answer closed questions Yes No
 • Ask frequent questions to other classmates and to the teacher Yes No
 • Report basic ideas orally and in writing. Yes No
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For each of the statements below, give yourself a score from 1 to 4 according to the fo-
llowing scale.
1 = Never;    2 = Sometimes;    3 = Usually;    4 = Always
     
I am aware of my students’ weaknesses and strengths. 1 2 3 4
I bring extra materials or design different tasks for those students who
have some learning difficulties. 1 2 3 4
I carefully plan my classes. 1 2 3 4
I reflect on the responses of my students and make insightful observations
about each student and the class as a whole. 1 2 3 4
I reflect on my own work. 1 2 3 4
I keep a record of the activities I carry out with my students. 1 2 3 4
I keep a record of students’ achievements. 1 2 3 4
I feel comfortable with my role as teacher. 1 2 3 4
I am able to use a variety of teaching strategies. 1 2 3 4
I encourage my students to express their ideas in groups. 1 2 3 4
I provide my students with opportunities that require analytical and
critical thinking. 1 2 3 4
I encourage my students to reflect on their own learning process. 1 2 3 4
I use activities in class for students to move around. 1 2 3 4
I provide opportunities for speaking and role playing.  1 2 3 4
I provide opportunities for group work.  1 2 3 4
I use visual aids in my classes.  1 2 3 4
I use a variety of materials such as:    
• Songs 1 2 3 4
• Stories 1 2 3 4
• Readers 1 2 3 4
• Videos 1 2 3 4
• Games 1 2 3 4
• Computers. 1 2 3 4
• Newspapers or magazines 1 2 3 4
• Other:  1 2 3 4
